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O P I N I O N

This appeal is made pursuant to section 2566611 of
the Revenue and Taxation Code from the action of the Franchise
Tax Board on the protest of Sierra Production Service, Inc.,
0494389, Taxpayer, and Pride Oil Well Service Company, 1010269,
Assumer and/or Transferee, against proposed assessments of
additional franchise tax in the amounts of $24,884, $56,132,
and $28,670 for the income years 1978, 1979, and 1980, ’
respectively.

l/ Unless otherwise specified, all section references are to
sections of the Revenue and Taxation Code as in effect for the
income years in issue.
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Appeal  o f  Sierra  Product ion Service ,  Inc . ,  et  a l .

The question presented in this case is whether
appel lant  and i ts  whol ly  owned subsidiary,  Sierra Fl i te
S e r v i c e ,  I n c . (hereinafter  re ferred to  as  “Flite”), w e r e
engaged in  a  s ingle  unitary business  during the years  1978-1980.  _

Appellant was incorporated in California in 1965 as an
o i l  and  gas  we l l - se rv i c ing  f i rm l o ca ted  in  Bakers f i e ld .  I t
provided a full  range of oil  and gas well completion, workover,
and maintenance services in California and Colorado. Flite was
incorpora ted  in  Ca l i f o rn ia  in  197S, and was a general aviation

\ “\1’41 4

sales and service firm operating out of Meadows Field in
Bakers f i e ld . In November 1986, appellant purchased Flite,
which by that time was in serious financial trouble. There
were two reasons for this acguisition. F i r s t , appellant wanted
to  assure  the avai labi l i ty  o f  an air  charter  service  in  the
Bakersf ie ld  area. For  several  years  preceding the  acquis i t ion,
appel lant  had used Fl i te  and.its predecessor  extensively  to
transport  personnel  and o i l  r ig  service  parts  to  appel lant’s
v a r i o u s  o i l  f i e l d  s e r v i c i n g  l o c a t i o n s . Second, Flite had
subleased, from appellant, aircraft  owned by appel lant’s
p r i n c i p a l  o f f i c e r s , Michael  Hillman and Robert Beasley, and
these  o f f i cers  wanted to  protect  their  personal  f inancial
i n t e r e s t s  i n  t h e  l e a s e s .

Fol lowing the acquis it ion and unti l  appel lant  sold
Fl ite  to  a  third party  late  in  1980, appel lant  loaned Fl i te  a
total of $500,000 at below-market interest rates and guaranteed
at  least  a  substantial  part  o f  Fl i te’s  loans  from other
l e n d e r s . For 1978, for example, respondent found that
approximately  57 percent  o f  a l l  o f  Fl i te’s  debt  was held  or
guaranteed by appellant. Also in 1978, appellant bought
bui ldings  and contracted to  bui ld  new hangar fac i l i t ies  for
F l i t e . Appel lant  leased these  fac i l i t ies  to  Fl i te  throughout
the appeal period, and apparently also purchased two aircraft
which i t  leased to  Fl i te .

During the appeal years, Fl i te  expanded i ts  business
from air  charter  operat ions  to  inc lude the  sale  o f  p i lot’s
supp l i e s , plane rentals , and providing f l ight  instruct ion and
aircraft  maintenance. Appe l lant  used  a l l  o f  F l i t e’s  s e r v i c e s
to some extent, and  i t  used  F l i t e  exc lus ive ly  t o  f e r ry  i t s
personnel  and spare  parts  to  i ts  wel l -head servic ing
l o c a t i o n s . F l i t e’s  b i l l ings  t o  appe l lant  f o r  these  se rv i ces
were in the following total amounts: 1978 -
$127,122: 1980 - $100,765.

$115,303; 1979 -
These  b i l l ings  represented

8.63 percent ,  6 .26  percent , and 6 .22 percent  o f  Fl i te’s  income
f o r  t h o s e  t h r e e  y e a r s ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y . On the other side of the
l edger , appel lant  bi l led  substantial  charges  to  Fl i te  for  such
things  as  fuel ,  hangar rental ,  and aircraft  rental . These
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charges were in the following amounts: 1978 - $132,627; 1979 -
$236,393: 1980 - $122,678. The record does not disclose what
percentage of  appel lant’s  income these  f igures  represented.

Other interconnections between appellant and Flite
during the  cr i t ical  per iod inc luded common of f icers  and
d i r e c t o r s , common insurance policies, common auditors and tax
and legal  counsel , and common prof i t -sharing plans.  In
a d d i t i o n , appel lant  provided al l  accounting and payrol l
services for Flite until  late 1979, and there were some
transfers of office support personnel between the two
companies. F i n a l l y , although appellant wanted to have an
experienced air  taxi /charter  service  execut ive  to  manage
F l i t e ’s  o p e r a t i o n s , it was not able to employ such  an
individual  during the per iod from Apri l  1978 to  early  1980.
Conseguently, appellant’s president,  Mr. Hillman, managed
Fl i te’s  day-to-day operat ions  during that  period.

For the years in question, appel lant  treated Fl i te  as
part  o f  appel lant’s unitary business  and included i t  in  i ts
combined reports. After examining the returns, respondent
determined that appellant and Flite were’engaged in two
di f ferent  l ines  o f  business  that  were  not  “funct ional ly
i n t e g r a t e d . ” It therefore “decombined” the two companies and
issued the  def ic iency  assessments  at  issue .

If  a taxpayer derives income from sources both within
and without  Cal i fornia, i t s  f ranch i se  tax  l i ab i l i t y  i s  r egu i red
to be measured by its net income derived from or attributable
to  sources  within this  state . (Rev. &  T a x .  C o d e ,  S 25101.) I f
the taxpayer is engaged in a single unitary business with
a f f i l i a t e d  c o r p o r a t i o n s , the income attr ibutable  to  Cal i fornia
sources must be determined by applying an apportionment formula
to the total income derived from the combined unitary
operat ions  o f  the  af f i l iated companies . (Edison Cal i fornia
Stores ,  Inc .  v .  McColgan, 3 0  Cal.2d 4 7 2  [183 P.2d 161 (1947J.1

The California Supreme Court has held that the
existence of a unitary business may be established by the
presence of unity of ownership; unity  o f  operat ion as  evidenced
by central accounting, purchasing, advertising, and management
d i v i s i o n s : and unity  o f  use  in  a  central ized execut ive  force
and general system of operation. (Butler Eros. v.  McColgan, 17
Cal.2d 664 [ill P.2d 3 3 4 1  (19411, a f fd . ,  315  U .S .  501  [86
L.Ed.9911 (19421.1 It  has  also  stated that  a*business is
unitary i f  the  operat ion of  the  business  done within Cal i fornia
is dependent upon or contributes to the operation of the
bus iness  outs ide  Ca l i f o rn ia . (Edison Cal i fornia  Stores ,
Inc .  v . McColgan, supra, 3 0  Cal.2d at 481.) More  recent ly ,  the
United States Supreme Court has emphasized that a unitary
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business  is  a  funct ional ly  integrated21 e n t e r p r i s e  w h o s e
parts are characterized by substantial mutual interdependence
and a flow of value. (Container Corp. v. Franchise Tax Board,
463  U .S .  159 ,  178 -179  [77 L.Ed.2d 545J, rehg.  den. ,  464 U.S.
9 0 9  [78 L.Ed.2d 2481 (19831.1

It  is  axiomatic  that  business  act iv i t ies  conducted in
mult iple  taxing jurisdict ions  are  not  automatical ly  unitary
merely because they are commonly owned and controlled. Because
o f  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  l i m i t a t i o n s , i t  i s  necessary  t o  d i f f e rent ia te
between a truly integrated, unitary business, whose income is
appropriately  apport ioned among the jur isdict ions  in  which i t
is  conducted, and a group of commonly owned businesses or
a c t i v i t i e s , the operations of which really have no effect upon
one another and the income from which is,  therefore,  not
properly  subject  to  apport ionment . (See Container Corp. v.
Franchise Tax Board, supra, 463 U.S. at 178; Appeal of
Hol lywood Fi lm Enterprises ,  Inc . ,  Cal .  St .  Bd.  o f  Equal . ,

2/ Controversy abounds over the meaning of,  and the effect to
Ee given to,  the term “funct ional  integrat ion,” a  term which
the United States Supreme Court used frequently in its most
recent unitary business decisions, and a term which has, not
coincidental ly ,  gained great  currency in  later  dec is ions  by
lower courts and in our own opinions and decisions regarding
unitary combination. In our view, “func t i ona l  in tegra t i on” i s
not a new “test” for  the  existence  o f  a  unitary  business
(accord Mole-Richardson Co. v. Franchise Tax Board, 220
Cal.App.3d  889 [269 Cal.Rptr. 6621, mod .  221  Cal.App.3d 4 2 5 a
(199011, but is merely a descriptive term for what has long
been regarded as an inherent characteristic of a unitary
business . Nearly half a century ago, Justice Douglas said, in
sus ta in ing  Ca l i f o rn ia’s  app l i ca t i on  o f  the  un i tary  pr inc ip l e  t o
a  mult istate  dry  goods  wholesaler ,  “the  operat ion o f  the
central  buying divis ion alone demonstrates  that  funct ional ly
the  various  branches  are  c losely  integrated.” (Emphasis
added. 1 (Butler  Bros .  v .  McColgan, supra, 315 U.S. at 508.1

For those, in  par t i cu lar , who are concerned about the
meaning we ascribe to “func t i ona l  in tegra t i on” in  the  c ontex t
o f  s o - c a l l e d “diverse  businesses ,” we have not changed the view
we expressed in the Appeal of Hollywood Film Enterprises,  Inc.,
decided by this board on March 31, 1982. There is not a
separate  unitary  test  for  d iverse  businesses ,  and taxpayers
engaged in such businesses do not have to satisfy a heavier
burden of  proof , in order to obtain unitary treatment, than
taxpayers  engaged in  horizontal ly  or  vert ical ly  integrated
b u s i n e s s e s . We speci f ical ly  reaf f irm that  v iew today.
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Mar. 31, 1982; see also Appeal
Corporat ion, 89-SBE-007. Mar. 2
T o r r a n c e ,  I n c . ,  C a l .  St: Bd,-of
Santa Anita  Consol idated,  Inc . ,
1984.

of Twentieth Century-Fox Film
I 1989; Appeal of J. B.
Equal. ,vppeal of
Cal .  S t . Bd.  Af Equa l . , Apr. 5,

Respondent’s position is that appellant and Flite w e r e
engaged in  two dist inct ly  di f ferent  l ines  o f  business  that  were
not  unitary ,  because  there  was no  “funct ional  integrat ion”
between the two. It  a lso  suggests  that  our  dec is ions  imply
that diverse businesses are presumptively nonunitary. We
disagree on both counts.

As  we re i terated today (see  footnote  2 ,  supra), t h e r e
is  not  a  separate  unitary  test  for  d iverse  businesses ,  and i t
is  not  necessary  to  sat is fy  a  heavier  burden of  proof  in  order
to  just i fy  unitary  treatment  for  d iverse  businesses . Support
for  this  approach is  contained in  respondent’s regulat ion
25120,  subdivis ion (b), which provides guidance for determining
the existence  o f  a  s ingle  (unitary)  trade or  business ,  and
which puts diverse businesses with strong central management,
and certain other  character ist ics ,  on equal  foot ing with
a f f i l i a ted  ent i t i e s  engaged  e i ther  in  the  same  qeneral line of
business.or in  d i f f e rent  s t eps  in  a  l a rge ,  ver t i ca l l y
structured enterprise .  A “strong presumption” of  unity  ar ises
in  al l  three  cases . In re levant  part , the  regulat ion provides
as  f o l l ows :

(b) Two or More Businesses of a Single
Taxpayer. A taxpayer may have more than one
“t r a d e  o r  b u s i n e s s . ’ In such cases ,  i t  i s
necessary to determine the business income
attributable to each separate tr’ade or business.
The income of each business is then apportioned
by an apportionment formula which takes into
considerat ion the  instate  and outstate factors
which relate to the trade or business the income
of which is being apportioned.

* * *

The determination of whether the activities
of  the  taxpayer  const i tute  a  s ingle  trade or
business or more than one trade or business will
turn on the facts in each case. In  general ,  the
act iv i t ies  o f  the  taxpayer  wi l l  be  considered a
single  business  i f  there  is  evidence  to  indicate
that the segments under consideration are
integrated with, dependent upon or contribute to
each other and the operations of the taxpayer as
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a whole. The fo l lowing factors  are  considered to
be  good indic ia  o f  a  s ingle  trade or  business ,
and the presence of any of these factors creates
a strong presumption that  the  act iv i t ies  o f  the
taxpayer  const i tute  a  s ingle  trade or  business :

(1) Same  type  o f  bus iness :  A  taxpayer  i s
almost always engaged in a single trade or
business  when al l  o f  i ts  act iv i t ies  are  in  the
same general l ine. For example, a taxpayer which
operates  a  chain o f  retai l  grocery  stores  wi l l
almost always be engaged in a single trade or
business .

(2) S t e p s  i n  a  v e r t i c a l  p r o c e s s :  A
taxpayer is almost always engaged in a single
trade or business when its various divisions or
segments are engaged in different steps in a
l a r g e , ver t i ca l l y  s t ruc tured  enterpr i se . Par
example, a taxpayer which explores for and mines
copper  ores ; c o n c e n t r a t e s , smelts and refines the
copper  ores ; and fabricates  the  ref ined copper
into consumer products is engaged in a single
trade or business, regardless of the fact that
the various steps in the process are operated
substantial ly  independently  o f  each other  with
only  general  supervis ion from the taxpayer’s
e x e c u t i v e  o f f i c e s .

(3) Strong central ized management :  A
taxpayer which might otherwise be considered as
engaged in more than one trade or business is
properly considered as engaged in one trade or
business when there is strong central management,
coupled with the  existence  o f  central ized
departments for such functions as financing,
advert is ing,  research,  or  purchasing. Thus, some
conglomerates may properly be considered as
engaged in only one trade or business when the
central  execut ive  o f f i cers  are  normal ly  involved
in the  operat ions  o f  the  various  div is ions  and
there  are  central ized o f f i ces  which perform for
the divisions the normal matters which a truly
independent business would perform for itself ,
such as accounting, personnel, insurance, legal,
purchasing, advertising, or financing.

(Cal. Code Regs., tit. 18, reg. 25120, subd. lb).)
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For some time, it has been apparent that, at the
admin i s t ra t ive  l eve l , respondent has not been applying this
regulatory presumption to taxpayers engaged in diverse lines of
business . To a considerable degree, respondent has been
just i fy ing i ts  refusal  to  do  so  by c i t ing a  number of  our
publ ished opinions  involving diverse  businesses . By our
decision in this case today, however, we intend to leave no
doubt in anyone’s mind that we strongly disapprove of
respondent’s fai lure  to  apply  i ts  own regulat ion. We believe
that , fa i r l y  r ead  in  i t s  ent i re ty , the  r egu la t i on  i s  c ons i s t ent
with the appl icable  federal  const i tut ional  pr inciples , . ? /  and
that  neither  those  pr inc iples  nor  our  pr ior  dec is ions  in  this
area  jus t i f y  a  c onc lus i on  that  i t  i s  v i r tua l l y  imposs ib l e  f o r
taxpayers  operat ing diverse  businesses  to  qual i fy  for  unitary
treatment. ( S e e ,  e . g . , Appeals  o f  Lancaster COlOnY
Corpora t i on ,  e t  a l . ,  Ca l .  S t .  EId.
AQQ& .-

of  Equal . ,  Oct .  10, 1 9 8 4 ;
11 of Pittsburgh-Des Moines Steel Cornpal.,.

&al.,
nv. Cal . St .  Bd.  o f

June 21, 1983; Appeal of Saga Corporaticonl Cal. St. Bd.
of  Egual., J u n e . 2 9 ,  1982,)

3/ The  regu la t i on  s ta tes ,  f o r  example ,  the  genera l  p r inc ip l e
Fhat “the act iv i t ies  o f  the  taxpayer  wi l l  be  considered a
single  business  i f  there  is  evidence  to  indicate  that  the
segments under consideration are integrated with, dependent
upon or contribute to each other and the operations of the
taxpayer as a whole.” This  l anguase  i s  no t  d i f f i cu l t  t o
reconcile with that used by the United States Supreme Court to
descr ibe  the  character ist ics  o f  a  unitary  business  which a
state  might  re ly  upon to  just i fy  i ts  tax. For example, the
Court noted in Mobil Oil Corp. v. Commissioner of Taxes, 445
U.S. 4 2 5  163 L.Ed.2d 5101  (19801, that a state may require
unitary apportionment instead of allowing separate,geographical
accounting, because the  latter  may fa i l  to  account  for
“contr ibut ions  to  income result ing from funct ional  integrat ion,
centralization of management, and economies of scale,” since
“these  f a c to r s  o f  p ro f i tab i l i t y  a r i se  f r om the  opera t i on  o f  the
business as a whole.” S imi lar ly , in Container the Court used
the terms “integrated enterprise” (Container  Corp.  v .  Franchise
Tax Board, supra, 463 U.S. at 177, fn. 16) and  “func t i ona l ly
integrated enterprise” (Container Corp. v.  Franchise Tax Board,
supra, 463 U.S. at 179) as synonyms for a unitary business, and
i t  a l so  r e i t e ra ted  that “substantial  mutual  interdependence” is
a  character ist ic  o f  a  unitary business  (Container  Corp. v.
Franchise Tax Board, supra, 463 U.S. at 179, guoting F. W.
Woolworth Co. v.  Taxation & Rev. Dept., 458 U.S. 354, 371 [73
L.Ed.2d 8191 (1982)).
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In the present case, we think there  is  suf f ic ient
evidence of mutual interdependence and flows of value to
establ ish that  appel lant  and Fl i te  were  a  s ingle  integrated’
economic  enterpr ise . (See Appeal of Saga Corporation; supra.)
For  the  greater  part  o f  the  appeal  years ,  appel lant’s  Officers
managed every aspect of both companies’ operations, including
day-to-day operat ing decis ions . It  is  a lso  c lear  that  both
corporations were managed in such a way as to benefit each
o t h e r ’s  b u s i n e s s  o p e r a t i o n s . For example, appellant bought
both aircraft  and hangar fac i l i t ies  which i t  rented to  Fl i te
f o r  use  in  the  l a t t e r’s  b u s i n e s s . F l i t e , on the other hand,
was appel lant’s  exc lusive  a ir  charter  service  and thereby
provided essential  support  on a  regular  basis  to  appel lant’s
we l l - s e rv i c ing  bus iness . It is also noteworthy that the
substantial  preferential  f inancial  support  which appel lant
provided to  Fl i te  not  only  benef i t ted the  latter ,  but  a lso
furthered the  interests  o f  appel lant’s  unitary  business  by
helping make Flite a more dependable source of important
services  for  that  business . Thus, this  f inancing did not
simply serve the purely investment function of making Flite a
more profitable independent asset.

Respondent’s  re l iance  in  this  case  on the
conclusionary statement that appellant and Flite were not
“func t i ona l ly  in tegra ted” illustrates an increasingly common
problem in  cases  l ike  this : a  tendency by al l  part ies  to  re ly
on labels and conclusionary terms rather than on the evidence
itsel f  and what  i t  fa ir ly  can be said  to  establ ish. Labels are
not  helpful  in  just i fy ing e i ther  combination or  decombination,
regardless of who uses them. Unitary combination cases are
decided on the  basis  o f  spec i f i c ,  concrete  evidence,i/ w h e n

4/ With respect  to  evidence ,  taxpayers  and their
representat ives  should  never  lose  s ight  o f  the  facts  that
proceedings before this board are de novo and that this board
and the Franchise Tax Board are two separate entities. The
practical meaning of these observations is that a taxpayer who
appeals to this board should always submit to us each item of
evidence  that  wi l l  support  i ts  case , even though that evidence
has already been submitted to (and rejected by) the Franchise
Tax Board. Our view of the sufficiency and probity of such
evidence may well differ from that of the Franchise Tax Board,
and taxpayers should certainly not assume that the Franchise
Tax Board, which is  their  adversary before  this  board,  wi l l
necessari ly  provide  us  with evidence  in  i ts  possess ion that
favors  the taxpayer .
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i t  i s  a v a i l a b l e . Unfortunately , in more than a few cases, the
appel late  record is  so  lacking in  substantive  evidence  as  to
require  us  to  resort  to  the  burden o f  proof  in  order  to  reso lve
those  cases . Since the ultimate burden of persuasion normally
fal ls  on the taxpayer , i t  is  usual ly  the appel lant  who suf fers
when the record is factually inadequate. (See Cal.
t i t . 1 8 ,  r e q .  5036.)

Code Reqs.

\ Fina l ly , a  br ief  d iscussion of  regulat ion 25120,
s u b d i v i s i o n  (b), is  in  order . As we stated above, we
disapprove o f  respondent’s fa i lure  to  g ive  e f fect  to  the
presumption regarding taxpayers engaged in diverse lines of
bus iness , and we fully intend to apply that presumption in
appropriate  appeals  before  this  board. I f ,  for  example ,  a
taxpayer is seeking the benefit of that presumption, the
presumption wi l l  apply  i f  the  taxpayer  establ ishes ,  by
s p e c i f i c , concrete  evidence ,  that  i t  had both “strong central
management”?/ and “central ized departments  for  such funct ions
as  f inanc ing ,  adver t i s ing ,  r e search ,  o r  purchasing.“d/ (Cal .
Code Reqs,  t i t .  18 ,  reg .  25120,  subd. (b)(3).) O n c e  t h o s e  a r e
proven, the presumption of unity applies and the burden of
going forward with the evidence shifts to respondent, who will
then be  obl iged to  o f fer  concrete  evidence  suf f ic ient  to
support a finding that a single integrated economic unit did
no t  ex i s t . I f  respondent  sat is f ies  this  burden,  then the

5/ What  c ons t i tu tes “strong central management” will  depend,
To a c o n s i d e r a b l e  e x t e n t , on the  facts  in  the  part icular  case .
We can say, however, that it requires more than the mere
e x i s t e n c e  o f “common of f i cers  or  d irectors” or  an al legat ion
that the various business segments were under the ultimate
control of  the same person or group of people. The regulation
clearly contemplates that the central managers will ,  among
other  things , play a  regular  operat ional  ro le  in  the  business
a c t i v i t i e s  o f  t h e  v a r i o u s  d i v i s i o n s  o r  a f f i l i a t e s . The
signi f icance  of  such a  managerial  ro le , in  the  cons t i tu t i ona l
c o n t e x t , was underscored by the Supreme Court in Container.
(See Container Corp. v.  Franchise Tax Board, supra, 463 U.S. at
1 8 0 ,  f n .  19.1

6/ There  is  no  quest ion that  the  regulat ion does  not  contain
an a l l - inc lus ive  l i s t  o f  the  se rv i ces  wh i ch  might  be
c e n t r a l i z e d ,
i n t e g r a t i o n .

and which might provide evidence of unitary
S imi lar ly ,

“central ized department”
it  should be  c lear  that  proof  o f  a
requires something weightier than

merely alleqinq, for example, that there was a “common
accountant” who kept  the  books for  each af f i l iate . Other
t r i v i a l i t i e s  l i k e  a “common insurance agent” will likewise be
i n s u f f i c i e n t .



Appea l  o f  S i e r ra  Produc t i on  Serv i ce ,  Inc., et al.

presumption disappears, and the taxpayer will ,  as in the usual
tax case , bear the ultimate burden of persuading us, by a
preponderance of the evidence, that  the  taxpayer’s  pos i t i on  i s
c o r r e c t . (See footnote 3 in Appeal of Saga Corporation, sUpra.1

For the reasons set forth above, we have concluded
that  appel lant  and Fl i te  const i tuted a  s ingle  integrated
economic  enterprise  ent i t led  to  treatment  as  a  s ingle  unitary
business . Respondent’s  act ion in  this  matter  wi l l ,  therefore ,
be  reversed.
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Appeal of Sierra Production Service, Inc., et al.

O R D E R

Pursuant to the views expressed in the opinion of the
board on file in this proceeding, and good cause appearing
therefor,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED, pursuant
to section 25667 of the Revenue and Taxation Code, that the
action of the Franchise Tax Board on the protest of Sierra
Production Service, Inc., 0494389, Taxpayer, and Pride Oil Well
Service Company, 1010269, Assumer and/or Transferee, against
proposed assessments of additional franchise tax in the amounts
of $24,884, $56,132, and $28,670 for the income years 1978,
1979, and 1980, respectively, be and the same is hereby
reversed.

Done at Sacramento I
, California, this 12th day

of September, 1990, by the State Board of Equalization, with
Board Members Mr. Collis, Mr. Dronenburg, Mr. Bennett, and Ms. Scott
present.

Conway H. Collis , Chairman
Ernest J. Dronenburg, Jr. , Member
William M. Bennett , Member

, Member

, Member
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